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CURRENT DECISIONS 

Agency — Master and Servant — Injury by Voluntary Act of Co-employee 
under Workmen's Compensation Acts. — The plaintiff, a "lugger" in the 
slaughter house of the defendant, was struck by a piece of meat thrown at him 
by a co-employee. Resenting the assault he threw the meat at another employee, 
believing him to be the assailant. The other employee, his hands being occupied, 
kicked the plaintiff, producing the injury for which recovery is sought. Held, 
that the plaintiff should recover, since the injury was one arising out of and in 
the course of employment within the meaning of the Workmen's Compensation 
Act. McLaughlin, J., and Hiscock, C. J., dissenting. Verschleiser v. Joseph 
Stem Son Inc. et al. (1920, N. Y.) 128 N. E. 126. 

For a discussion of this principle, see Comments (1920) 29 Yale Law 
Journal, 669. 

Conflict of Laws — Workmen's Compensation. — The defendant was an Indi- 
ana corporation. The plaintiff was the sole dependent of Harry Vincent Randall, 
who lost his life while in 'the employ of the defendant. Randall's contract of 
employment was executed in Ohio, and among other things it provided that if 
any litigation relating to the agreement should arise, the contract was to be con- 
strued as if its execution, performance, or cause of action thereon, actually took 
place or arose in the District of Columbia. The plaintiff brought an action 
under the Indiana Workmen's Compensation Act for the death of Randall and 
recovered. The defendant brought this appeal from an award of the Industrial 
Board. Held, that the defendant could not relieve itself of its duty under the 
Act by a foreign contract. Hagenback & Great Wallace Show Co. v. Randall 
(1920, Ind. App.) 126 N. E. 501. 

See Comments, supra,, p. 72. 

Constitutional Law — "Due Process of Law" Violated by the Food Control 
Act. — The defendants were charged under the Food Control Act of August 10, 
1917, with limiting the facilities of transporting, producing, and supplying 
necessaries. Held, on a motion to quash the indictment, that those sections of 
the Act exempting farmers, gardeners, and cooperative societies, violated the 
"due process of law" clause of the Fifth Amendment, because of the unreason- 
able classification of exemptions. United States v. Armstrong (1920, D. Ind.) 
265 Fed. 683. 

See Comments, supra, p. 82. 

Contracts — Accord — Specific Performance. — The plaintiff was indebted to 
the defendant, who brought suit at law. That case was pending at the time 
of the instant action. Then the parties compromised, in writing under seal, 
the plaintiff promising that he would pay to the defendant a certain sum, and 
certain monthly installments for the support of the defendant for life; and 
the defendant promising that, upon receipt of this said sum, she would reassign 
to the plaintiff certain life insurance policies, indorse to him a check payable 
to their joint order, and return a will and certain books and documents. The 
plaintiff duly tendered performance, but the defendant refused to perfqrm. 
The plaintiff, who averred continued readiness to perform, then brought this 
bill in equity for specific performance. The lower court held that this com- 
promise was an accord only, and could not form the basis of an action. Held, 
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